Abstract: This paper deals with the phenomenon often referred to as "parahypotaxis," that is, with the cases in which an adverbial phrase is linked to the matrix clause by means of a copulative conjunction that "breaks" the hypotactic nexus, e.g., Gel. 2,29,8: haec ubi ille dixit et discessit. Specifically, we shall go over all the earlier occurrences of the construction, from Plautus to Apuleius, and, based on their discussion, we shall show that the few certain (or very probable) instances must be explained either by a special use of atque or by Greek influence. We shall hence deny the existence in Latin of "para-hypotaxis" as an autonomous syntactical category, at least in connection with (pre)classical and Early Imperial times.
Introduction
This paper deals with the so-called apodotic uses of atque and et, that is, with those cases in which a proleptic adverbial phrase (subordinate -typically temporal -clause, conjunct participle, or ablative absolute) is linked to the matrix clause by means of a copulative conjunction that (often apparently) "breaks" the hypotactic nexus between the two predications, 1 e.g.,
(1) (Plaut. Epid. 217) quom ad portam uenio, atque ego illam illi uideo praestolarier 'when I came to the door, and I saw her waiting there'
Instances of this phenomenon, often referred to as "para-hypotaxis," are reported from nearly every period of Latin literature, from Plautus onwards, but most of them go back to later times, particularly to Christian authors. 2 Our contribution is manifold, and can be summarized as follows: after presenting the two main theories advanced by scholars for apodotic atque and et, we shall go over all the occurrences of the construction, focusing on pre-Christian times, and, based on their discussion, we shall deny the existence of "para-hypotaxis" as an autonomous syntactical category, at least in connection with Classical and Early Imperial Latin. The final section is devoted to a short discussion of the Christian and late instances of the construction.
Previous accounts of apodotic atque and et
Although various explanations have been proposed for the origin of the construction in Latin, 3 two main theories can be distinguished. The first one, which one may call "polygenetic," is found in a short survey by Baehrens (1912: 426-431) and, more extensively, in Sorrento (1929 , 4 who collected a large number of occurrences found both in Latin (from Plautus up to late Latinity) and in Romance languages. Sorrento bases his analysis on the fact that all examples, regardless both of the introductory conjunction (atque/et) and of author or literary genre, must be put down to an encroachment of the "spontaneous" or "colloquial" parataxis on the more "literary" hypotaxis. 5 Accordingly, this usage can autonomously develop in different languages (specifically, Hebrew, Greek, Latin, Romance) and may be found, in principle, after any subordinate clause ( temporal, conditional, causal, concessive, etc.) and in many literary genres (e.g., comedy, epic, history, novel) 6 . Besides, as far as Latin is concerned, a direct link exists between the earlier and the late Antique instances of the phenomenon and the only reason for its spread in late and medieval times is that the contacts between popular and literary language became deeper. 7 This view was taken up and supported in later studies by Pighi (1929) and Dell'Era (1968) 8 and had a crucial impact on research because, since then, the hypothesis of anacoluthon, and thus of a polygenetic origin of the construction, has largely been accepted among scholars. 9 In order to show the extension of the construction over several centuries and in various stylistic registers, these scholars collected a large number of instances, constantly defending the reading et or atque in apodotic position also when the transmitted text is doubtful. Moreover, the discussion was mainly confined to the few lines or words in which the usage is supposed to occur, while little or no relevance was given to the more general context.
The second theory was suggested by Pasquali (1929) : based on the observation that apodotic kaiv and dev are rather common in Ancient Greek, he maintains that the corresponding uses of Latin et (and of its Romance followers) draw on a common Greek root. 10 Taking, however, this theory for granted, Pasquali does not explain it in detail (his study only consists of four pages) and, particularly, he devotes little or no attention to the Latin passages quoted by Sorrento, most of which are rejected without a convincing explanation. Besides, no clear-cut distinction is found between kaiv and dev (the latter being admittedly much more spread) and there is no statistical evidence on the frequency and distribution of 6 For a recent overview of the critics to Sorrento's work, see De Caprio (2010: 295-304) . 7 See Sorrento (1949: 56) and Pighi (1929: 554) . 8 Dell'Era is the last philologist who dealt in detail with all earlier (that is, pre-Christian) instances of the phenomenon (Wehr only devotes a few lines to the discussion of the Plautine passages). He is also the only scholar who attempts to find a common denominator to all instances of the phenomenon in Latin. He claims that the contexts of occurrence, despite their obvious differences, share at least one of the following three features: surprise, rapidity, dismay ("sorpresa, rapidità o sgomento"). However, leaving aside the vagueness and heterogeneity of these categories, several examples reported by Dell'Era barely fit to them (see, for instance, [8] - [10] and [14] below). 9 This view is not confined to classical philologists. See for instance the recent contribution of Bertinetto and Ciucci (2012: 90-91) : "P(ara)-H(ypotaxis) was fairly common in Late Latin, but the first examples date from much earlier times [. . .] This is noteworthy, for it discards the diachronic hypothesis based on the influence of Hebrew on Late Latin via Bible translations [. . .] As it happens, this syntactic structure is not only very old, but liable to arise in completely unrelated languages." 10 Before Pasquali's paper, the possibility of a Greek origin of the construction had been cautiously put forward by Brenous (1895: 435) and Baehrens (1912: 426). apodotic conjunctions in Greek. Pasquali's hypothesis was adopted, several years later, by Wehr, who analyzed the occurrences of the phenomenon in Late Latin and Romance. Wehr makes the assumption that the earlier instances of apodotic et/atque (until the 2nd c. AD) are to be explained as an imitation of Greek literary models, while the Christian examples result from the Greek translation of the Old Testament (on this point, see Section 4). In our contribution we shall add evidence in support of this theory, claiming however that only a few of the earlier passages can be put down to Graecism.
Early instances of apodotic atque and et
In the following pages, we will go over all the Latin examples of the construction, up to the 2nd c. AD, and in some cases we will propose a different interpretation or reading of the text. Based on Löfstedt (1911: 203) , Pasquali (1929: 117-118) , Hofmann and Szantyr (1972: 479) , and others, a preliminary distinction will be drawn between atque and et.
Apodotic atque
The earliest instances of our phenomenon involve atque, which is mostly found in Plautus: 11 (1)ʹ (Plaut. Epid. 217) quom ad portam uenio, atque ego illam illi uideo praestolarier 'when I came to the door, and I saw her waiting there'
(2) (Plaut. Poen. 649-652) nescimus nos quidem istum qui siet; / nisi dudum mane ut ad portum processimus, / atque istum e naui exeuntem oneraria uidemus 'we don't know who he is; but earlier this morning, as we came to the harbour, and we saw him coming out of a ship of burden'
11 These passages are also reported in ThLL II 1076, 6-11 ("atque apodosin ducit"). They are included in the more general group of instances in which the conjunction introduces unexpected events (ThLL II 1075, 81-82 "adseritur enuntiatum quo aliquid exprimitur quod praeter opinionem accidit; possis circumscribere atque 'et statim' "). In all passages atque occurs after a temporal clause. 12 Wehr (1984: 151-153) recognizes in these uses an emphasizing or focusing function, comparable to that which will characterize apodotic et in Late Latin (see Section 4 below), and this for four reasons: (a) four of five instances involve verbs of seeing (uideo, conspicor); (b) the main verb is always a historical present; (c) in all passages but (2) the subject pronoun is employed (atque ego, atque illi); (d) atque always introduces, apart maybe from (3), an unexpected event. It must be added that the use of the personal pronoun, which typically occurs in Latin to clarify or emphasize the reference to the subject, is even more striking in (1), (3), and (4), since here the subject is the same as that of the foregoing phrase. Besides, in four of five examples the atque-clause is "introduced" by the preceding context, which creates some sort of expectation. So, in (1) atque occurs at the end of a long report of the slave Epidicus. After calling the attention of his interlocutors, Apoecides and Periphanes (v. 205), he gradually shifts the focus of the narration from the soldiers departing from Thebes with their arms and prisoners (vv. 206ff.) to the courtesans attempting to trap them with their nets (vv. 213ff.), and finally to the girl whom he saw by his house (v. 217 atque ego illam . . . uideo) . This woman will play a central role in the following discussion (P: quicum Epidice? -E: cum illa, quam . . . -P: uiden ueneficam! -E: sed uestita, aurata 'P: with whom, Epidicus? -E: with that woman, whom . . . -P: just see the murderess! -E: but well dressed, covered with gold'), since she is the one whom Periphanes firmly wants to prevent from marrying his son. Similarly, in (3) Chrysalus is revealing to his master, Nicobulus, the deceits conceived by Archidemides in order not to pay back the money that he owes to him. Also here the speaker asks for the attention of the addressee (v. 273 porro etiam ausculta pugnam, quam uoluit dare 'besides, listen to the fight which he planned to put on') and after a brief introduction (vv. 278ff.) he "zooms" on the bark (lembum conspicor), which, as in (1) There is hence good reason to believe that in the above passages atque is used by Plautus as a focusing device to draw the attention of the public to a special textual segment. This emerges, as seen, by the regular presence -except for (2) -of common contextual features. The main question that arose in scholarship is whether these passages display a particular use of atque, as distinguished by et and -que, or they result from anacoluthic (or "para-hypotactic") constructions, that in principle may have occurred with any copulative conjunction (so Sorrento, Pighi, and Dell'Era). 13 The second hypothesis is undermined both by the contigu-13 A sort of compromise between the two positions is found in Hofmann and Szantyr (1972: 479) , who distinguish the instances of apodotic atque from those of et but, commenting on (3), observe: "Man wird dabei Kontamination zweier Ausdrucksweisen (dum circumspecto . . . conspicor und circumspecto atque conspicor) anzunehmen haben." See also Wehr (1984: 152). ity of the two clauses linked by atque 14 (anacoluthon is hence very unlikely) and by the fact that in all cases only atque is found (the first certain examples of apodotic et go back to Vergil). 15 Some philologists, as seen above, assumed an adverbial or "additive" use of atque which existed in the Archaic period (or at least in Plautus' idiolect) and then disappeared over the centuries. 16 This view has support from both the etymology of the lemma (from *ad-que 'in addition', 'thereto') 17 and its occasional uses in syntactic contexts in which et is never found (not in the Republican period at least; cf. simul atque). 18 Also, ancient authors had the feeling that atque could perform some other less known functions apart from the mere copulative one. Revealing is a passage of Gellius referring, among the others, to a temporal adverbial value of the word: 19 (6) (Gell. X 29,1,4; it follows the text of Verg. Georg. I 199-203; see (7) Löfstedt (1911: 203) and Pasquali (1929: 118) . See also Wehr (1984: 153) At the pragmatic level, the aspect that binds A and B with (1)- (5) is the special relevance of the atque-clause in connection to the preceding (and often also to the following) text. This effect is reached either by means of a semantically climactic structure (A), that confers special salience to the atque-unity, or (B) through the appearance on the scene or in the narration of a new (mainly animated) element, (1)-(4), which, although "introduced" or foreshadowed in the preceding context, typically creates a surprise effect. After Plautus, only two more certain instances of apodotic atque are found: (7) The interpretation of (7) his arms, the river sweeps him away'). 22 Besides, as seen in the discussion of (6), already Gellius felt that atque in (7) possesses a less known adverbial-temporal function (= statim). We are hence most likely in presence of an apodotic use of the conjunction, which, interestingly enough, shares some of the characteristics highlighted in (1)-(5). For the atque-clause contains a historical present (rapit) and describes a scene that, even if not unexpected, is of highly dramatic nature. Moreover, it is "prepared" by a short thematic unity (which it closes) concerning the continuous risk for nature's products to degenerate if neglected by human hand (vv. 197-199) . Noteworthy is also the subject inversion (non aliter quam qui . . . atque illum alueus) that contributes to isolate the final verse, conferring it particular emphasis. 23 It is likely that Virgil was well aware of the special uses of atque found in Plautus (and perhaps in other now lost works of the early period) and deliberately imitated them both at the syntactic and pragmatic level, setting a special focus on the atque-unity. Example (8) is normally explained as 20 An overview of the syntactical explanations of the passage is found in Mynors (1990: 45) . 21 Hofmann and Szantyr (1972: 565-566 ) mention only one instance in Virgil (Aen. VII 61-63). 22 For details, see Dell'Era (1968: 51-53 . Alternatively, this use may hence be interpreted as a Graecism. As seen above (see Section 2), apodotic καὶ is attested several times in Ancient Greek: according to Denniston, there are as many as 25 certain instances of the phenomenon from Homer to Plato, along with 11 further possible cases which though may also be put down to other factors. 24 This usage is chiefly found in poetry: Homer (nine times), lyric poetry (five times), and tragedy (two very probable instances).
Seven further cases (all in the form ka\ / ta, ka[ peita) occur in comedy but, interestingly enough, at least three of them display a raising of the stylistic register (Arist. Eq. 392, Lys. 560, Nu. 624). All or most of these uses were certainly known to Roman authors and due to the several occurrences in ancient epic and lyric, they may have been felt as syntactic archaisms characteristic of higher literary style. This aspect is of crucial importance for the interpretation of (8). The whole scene is set in a Greek environment. Gellius recalls a lecture by the philosopher Taurus that he attended as a young student in Athens. After reading an excerpt from Plato's Symposium (Gellius quotes by heart the original Greek text), Taurus addresses a short speech to Gellius, which we read in its Latin translation, apart from a few Greek words (rhetorisce, ej nquv mhma, oJ dou pav rergon). The paragraph ends up with the Latin version, excercendi gratia, of Plato's passage. We can assume that in this context, in which nearly everything is Greek (the place, the language, the main character, and the references within his speeches), Gellius adopted, perhaps as a sign of praise, 25 a syntactic feature that was probably considered characteristic of higher literary registers. This impression gains support by the fact that, unlike (1)- (5) and (7), atque is accompanied by a temporal adverb (ibi) that resumes the correlative subordinator (ubi . . . atque ibi). This very well fits to the Greek usage: in by far most of the instances collected by Cooper III (2002: 3017) , apodotic kaiv is immediately followed by a temporal adverb such as 24 See Denniston (1959: 308-309) . 25 Note that at the beginning of the paragraph the author overtly praises the rhythmic and syntactic properties of Plato's passage: uerba illa Pausaniae inter conuiuas amorem . . . laudantis, ea uerba ita prorsum amauimus, ut meminisse etiam studuerimus ('I admired so much those words of Pausania who praises love among the banqueters, that I applied myself to memorize them').
Referring to the entire passage, Beall (1997: 219) observes: "The atmosphere of the chapter is one of courteous rivalry, not only between Gellius and Plato, but also between rhetoric and philosophy and between Latin and Greek. Emulation of this kind, in Gellius' view, is the spice of liberal studies." tov te, dhv , e[ peita, etc., 26 e.g., Hdt. I 55,2 (hexameter oracle) aj ll! o{ tan hJ miov no basileu;  Mhv doisi gev nhtai, / kai; tov te, Lude; podabrev , poluyhv fida par! $Ermon / feuv gein 'but when a mule shall become monarch of the Medes, and then, you tender-footed Lydian, flee away to the pebbly Hermus'. In addition to the seven examples above - (1)- (5), (7), (8) 26 See Cooper III (2002: 3017) : "Apodotic kaiv stands in some places in Epic and Lyric without a supporting adverb, but tov te, dhv or e{ ti or a combination of these more usually support the kaiv . In comedy ei\ ta or e[ peita support the kaiv and the protasis is participial." 27 Number (10) is also quoted by Sorrento (1949: 47) and Pighi (1929: 554) . For the explanation of (9), see also Dell'Era (1970: 165-166) .
Passage (9) reports the words of Trimalchio, who is trying to settle an intense dispute between Hermeros and Giton. He addresses Hermeros asking him to spare his young and hot-blooded fellow and reminding him that he too (that is, Hermeros) used to act as a rooster in his youth. Since atque occurs after an adverbial phrase (cum . . . esses), a few scholars corrected it in aeque, while the great majority supposed the ellipsis of a verb ( faciebas, sonabas, etc.) after cocococo. 28 Dell'Era sees in the latter a mere interjection ('cock-a-doodle-doo') followed by " para-hypotaxis": "E pure tu, quand'eri un galletto (chicchirichì), e mica ragionavi." 29 The only argument he advances is the stylistic contrast resulting from the use of a lexical hyperurbanism (atque admittedly belongs to higher literary registers 30 and is almost absent from the freedmen's speech 31 ) within a syntactic vulgarism (the anacoluthic structure). One can object, however, that the choice of atque seems due in the first instance to the rhythmic repetition of [k] (cum esses capo, cocococo, atque cor), which also accounts for the use of cor in the less common meaning 'mind', 'judgment'. 32 Besides, even accepting Dell'Era's argument, the ellipsis of a verb after cocococo followed by the stylistically marked atque would produce an analogous contrast. Finally, in Petronius' novel there are several undisputable cases of ellipsis, 33 particularly in the mouth of the uneducated, 34 whereas no certain instances of "para-hypotaxis" are found (see also below). There is hence no need to refuse the traditional interpretation of the passage. In (10), taken from the responsa of Papinianus, the syntax has clearly been misunderstood. Sorrento, Pighi, and Dell'Era, based on ThLL II 1076, 13-16, consider the long section pro modo legatae dotis, quam solam pater . . . dari uoluit as belonging to the ablative absolute alimentis . . . relictis, followed by the "parahypotactic" atque . . . respondi. 35 But none of them observed that the finite verb 28 See for instance Biville (1996: 860) : "Toi aussi, quand tu n'étais qu'un coquelet, <tu faisais> cocorico et tu ne te comportais pas plus intelligemment." 29 Dell' Era (1968: 57) and (1970: 166) . This view is shared by Rochette (2007: 171) . 30 See ThLL II 1150, 10-11: "atque particula videtur altioris potius generis dicendi propria esse quam sermonis vulgaris." Likewise, Calboli (2003: 275) observes that atque is rather frequent in the Orationes and the Origines of Cato, whereas in the stylistic lower De agri cultura, et is strongly overwhelming. Also on inscriptions the use of atque is rare. Cf. Elmer (1887: 294) . 31 According to Dell'Era (1970: 161 and n. 3), et occurs 230 times in the speeches of uneducated characters, while there are only two instances of atque, apart from (9), both in the variant ac. In one case, however, the lemma is used within a comparison: 42,7 aeque est enim ac si in puteum conicias 'for it is just the same as if you should throw in a cistern'. 32 On this point, see Biville (1996: 861) . 33 For details, see Petersmann (1977: 293) . 34 Dell'Era (1968: 57) himself remarks: "Certo un'ellissi non può meravigliare sulla bocca degli incolti." 35 Cf. Sorrento (1949: 47) , Pighi (1929: 554), and Dell'Era (1968: 61) .
respondi introduces the whole text following the ablative absolute, from ab herede filio up to pro uiribus hereditatis: 'If maintenance is left to a daughter, I answered that the bequest should be provided from the son heir in accordance both with the dowry [. . .] and with her increase in age, not with the value of the estate'. The segment atque pro incrementis aetatis is thus regularly coordinated to pro modo legatae dotis, both being opposed to the following pro uiribus hereditatis. 36 More problematic is (11). Dell'Era (1968: 58) assumes again anacoluthon, based on the fact that the two actions sensit and subrexit are linked by a temporal-logical nexus, whereby the latter is necessarily a consequence of the former: "Cerbero sdraiato sulla soglia oscura dapprima sensit illos, e solo in conseguenza di questo (cioè dopo: ut) subrexit hiatus capitum, e poi con più larga ripresa dopo l'inciso iam tumebat colla [. . .] , iam turbauerat ossa, ni deus horrentem domuisset." 37 This view, though interesting -one may think of a reminiscence of Virgil (see [7] above) -is scarcely compelling because both predicates sensit and subrexit, whose temporal and logical succession is insured by the word order, may belong to the ut-clause, followed by the main predication tumebat: 38 Summing up, only seven certain instances of apodotic atque are found in pre-Christian Latin, of which five are in Plautus and one each in Virgil and Gellius. The Plautine passages, (1)-(5), are very likely to arise from an original additive/ adverbial function of the conjunction, which disappeared in later Latin. Besides, in almost all cases the atque-clause bears a special focus (in [4] it introduces the main topic of the whole comedy) and is "prepared" by the foregoing text. Analogous properties characterize the Virgilian example (7) in which we can thus suppose an intentional imitation of Plautus' style. Gellius was certainly familiar with all these instances (in [6] he even quotes Virgil's verse), but the only use he makes of apodotic atque (8) has pragmatically nothing in common with them, and 36 The reference of eam (exhibendam eam) is inferable from the preceding syntagma pro modo legatae dotis. See also the translation of Vignali (1838: 11): "Lasciati alla figlia gli alimenti [. . .] io risposi, che la dote la quale soltanto il padre volle che si desse alla figlia diseredata nel maritarsi, dal figlio erede le si doveva dare a misura della dote legata, e secondo il crescere dell'età, non secondo le forze dell'eredità." 37 Dell' Era (1968: 58) . On the same ground, some editors emended atque in various ways (aeque, ecce, etc.). For details see Dell'Era (1968: 59) . More recently, Eden (1998: 322) suggested the reading utque. 38 On this point, see also Anderson (1941 Anderson ( -1945 : "Attempts to make a principal clause of atque . . . hiatus (27) by emendation or otherwise are futile." should rather be seen as a syntactic Graecism explicable from the context of occurrence.
Apodotic et
This usage is rare until the 2nd/3rd century AD, and some of the alleged instances are problematic. Sorrento (1949: 46-47) mentions eleven passages, but three of them were already rejected by Pasquali (1929: 118) , for they occur after perfect participle and must be put down to the ellipsis of est. 39 (13) and (14), is particularly relevant for Sorrento's and Dell'Era's point, because it would prove that the "para-hypotaxis," although prevailing after temporal phrases, may in principle occur after any subordinate type. This view though is invalidated by a glance at the wider context. The passage deals with the assault of Alexander on the right wing of the Persian army. During this action, the king's army was attacked on the rear by the left wing of the Persians which, in turn, was pressed on the back by the Agrians. Therefore, Alexander's army and the left Persian wing stood in the same situation, both assaulting and being charged upon the rear. This is described by the author in the paragraphs 20 to 22 and summed up in (12). Accordingly, we first read Alexander et a fronte et a tergo hostem habebat, in which the two et perfectly depict the scene, and then, qui auerso ei instabant, et ab Agrianis equitibus premebantur, meaning that the left wing of the Persians was at the same time attacking Alexander and attacked by the Agrian horsemen. Et is hence used as an adverb (etiam) linking the two predicates instabant and premebantur: 'Those who pressed upon his rear were also (that is, concurrently) pressed by the Agrian horsemen'. There is thus no need to assume a pleonastic or apodotic use of the conjunction. Alternatively, one might assume that qui is a connective relative referred to hostem and the plurals instabant, premebantur are due to a constructio ad sensum. 43 Dell'Era (1968: 56) remarks: "Sembra un po' strano dire che 'la flatulenza, se arriva al cervello, provoca effervescenza anche in tutto il corpo', con la bizzarria di supporre inverificabili umori nel cervello." But the words of Trimalchio cannot be taken ad litteram anyway, as he asserts that the internal vapors (anathymiasis), if rising to the brain, may cause a flux over the whole body (in toto corpore), whereas the physical reaction should strictly be confined to the abdominal area. We can hence assume that Trimalchio -who is inviting in a rather dramatic tone his guests to feel free to relieve themselves -deliberately overstates the symptoms and the consequences of the disease by extending it to the entire body, from head to toe. In (14), all testimonies read et parentem candidum. The editors print et panem item or et panem tamen. Dell'Era (1968: 58) pleads for et panem (which he needs for the "parahypotaxis") but does not explain the corruption panem → parentem. Although the text cannot be restored with certainty, the reading et panem item is supported by the context. In the previous sentence we read that Vatinius, while prosecuted by Calvus, wiped his forehead with a white handkerchief. This caused the reaction of Calvus, because the accused ought to wear dark clothes. 46 Vatinius' reply can only be understood in connection to the foregoing candido sudario: ' Although I lie under an accusation (and I hence ought to wear mourning), also the bread that I eat is white', meaning, 'if I may eat white bread, than I am also allowed to use a white cloth'. 47 There is hence no syntactic rupture but quite the contrary, the et-clause being closely connected to the preceding text. Finally, for the explanation of (15) 48 See Callebat (1968: 344-346 'since the horse could not be persuaded to leap over his mother, after the driver brought him with covered head and forced him to pair with the mother, when he removed (the cloth) from the eyes of the horse, who was coming down, and it attacked him and bit him to death' In (17) some editors emended comitatus et (v. 48) in comitantibus or ut (v. 47) in at, but the text is unanimously transmitted and is also quoted as such by Macrobius (sat. I 2,7). Pasquali (1929: 118) and others believed that the ut-sentence extends from Turnus to rubra (v. 50) and the main clause begins with ecquis erit . . . ait (vv. 51-52). 52 But then again, as for (7) above, we would have a very odd change of tense within the same subordinate clause: ut . . . praecesserat . . . et . . . adest. 53 In 51 This example is reported by Wehr (1984: 188) . No mention is found in the studies of Dell'Era (1968), Pighi (1929) . 52 Ribbeck's suggestion of a nominal use of the participle (ut ante uolans = ut qui ante uolat) is implausible also because there are no parallels in Virgil. Cf. Ribbeck (1862: 117-118 56 On the whole, given the reliability of the transmitted text (which is also confirmed by indirect sources), it is preferable to keep et both in (17) and (18). This use results from a rare construction. Dell'Era (along with Sorrento and Pighi) pleads for the "parahypotaxis," which would be chosen here because of its expressive properties. 57 In fact, in both cases the context is highly dramatic: (17) refers to the first assault of Turnus against the Trojan camp and the scene is "prepared" by an extended section of text (vv. 25-46) describing Turnus's army speedily advancing over the fields and the following reaction by the Trojans; (18) introduces Nysus' invocation to Diana, which preludes his desperate attack against the Latins: here, too, we have a brief introduction (vv. 394-401), in which Nysus sees his friend Euryalus being dragged away by the enemies and wonders what to do (vv. 399ff.). The hypothesis of an anacoluthon isolating a special textual segment within a pivotal narrative sequence is hence plausible in both passages. However, due to the high stylistic nature of both passages, one can barely share Sorrento's view of a choice of the "para-hypotaxis" intended as accidental "lapse" from the hypotaxis into the more colloquial parataxis. Also Dell'Era's assumption (1968: 62) of a use of the construction as a "scelta stilistica di maggiore espressività" is highly questionable since it bases on the assumption that the "para-hypotaxis" constitutes a well-established stylistic device, a sort of rhetorical means which the reader was able to recognize as such and to associate with particularly dramatic contexts. But, as seen above, there are no certain instances of the phenomenon (not with et, at least) in the whole Archaic and Classical period. There is, instead, reason to believe that the construction of (17) and (18) is modelled on apodotic kaiv . For the whole ninth book of the Aeneid is strongly influenced by Homer. Specifically, the belong to different grammatical categories (I could find no parallels in Virgil for the coordination of a participle with an adjective) and are separated by urbi, which certainly goes with adest. For references, see Dell'Era (1968: 48) . 54 An overview of the state of the question is found in Dell'Era (1968: 49) . 55 Particularly, Priscianus commenting on the anomalous use of et, assumes its postposition quarto loco (hence et suspiciens). But according to ThLL V/2 897, 78ff. this phenomenon never occurs in Virgil. Even tertio loco the postposition is practically non-existent (there is only one instance in Aen. XII 381). On this point see Dell'Era (1968: 50-51) . 56 See Hofmann and Szantyr (1972: 388) . 57 Cf. Dell'Era (1968: 53) .
last six books of the work are unanimously considered Virgil's Iliad. Since though book 6 and 7 are largely inspired by non-Iliadic models, book 9 is "the first of the substantially Iliadic four last books of the Aeneid; its action is the central Iliadic action of the siege, as Turnus launches a full-scale assault on the Trojan fortifications." 58 Each main episode of the book can be traced back to a precise Homeric (mainly Iliadic) model 59 and it is hence no surprise to detect here twice a syntactic feature which finds in Homer its largest extension, both after subordinate and participial phrase. The assumption of Graecism may tentatively be suggested also for (19), the authorship of which has long been questioned. The passage is taken from the fable of the lark who put her nest in a cornfield that was about to be reaped. Most scholars assumed that the whole passage draws on a satire by Ennius. In particular, Vahlen based on lexical and metrical evidence claimed that Gellius here was not only inspired by his model, but also copied entire fragments from it. 60 However, the archaisms that he invokes (e.g., pulli tremibundi, trepiduli, die crastini) can also be put down to Gellius' well-known predilection for oldfashioned style and some of the trochaic sequences which he refers to are not cogent. 61 Besides, there is no compelling reason to assert that Gellius' main source here is Ennius, because the whole story is presented as the translation of an Aesop's fable (haec eius [Aesopi] fabula de auiculae nidulo) and only at the end reference is made to two verses from Ennius' satires (hunc Aesopi apologum Q. Ennius in satiris . . . composuit). 62 Accordingly, the lexical and prosodic features of the text must be ascribed in the first instance to Gellius. As for the syntax of (19), there are at least two plausible explanations. First, due to the Aesopian origin of the fable, Gellius adopted a syntactic Graecism, which, as seen above, was very likely associated with higher literary registers and was thus particularly suitable to the distinctive old-fashioned style of the entire passage. Besides, Gellius probably knew and imitated, in a different context, apodotic kaiv (see the discussion of [8]). Second, et has to be taken in its adverbial meaning (= etiam) and links the two predicates dixit -discessit, emphasizing the rapidity of their succession: 'The moment that he said these words (as he stopped talking), he also went away '. 63 In (20) the text is uncertain. The passage is transmitted as such by three testimonies that are copies of the now lost Marcianus. However, the editio princeps, printed in 58 Hardie (1995: 2) . 59 For references, see Hardie (1995: 9-10) . 60 Cf. Vahlen (1903: CCXII) . 61 See Courtney (1993: 15) . 62 This point is made by Luzzatto (1984: 82) . 63 This hypothesis is already found in Frobenius (1910: 87) , who though attributes the entire passage to Ennius. He speaks of "kumulative Bedeutung" of et ("da ging er 'auch schon' davon"). 68 This use can be explained in various ways. 69 As suggested for (19), the conjunction may have adverbial force (etiam) and connect the two predicates rapuisset -inuenit, emphasizing the speed of the action ('when/as soon as he stole the cap, he also found a treasury'). Pasquali (1929: 118) proposed instead a syntactic Graecism, 70 given both the origin of the speaker (Hermeros) and the fact that his language is markedly influenced by Greek. 71 It is though disputed whether apodotic kaiv was common in colloquial Greek of 1st century AD. For after the Classical period, in which the construction is characteristic of higher registers (see the discussion of [8] above), apodotic kaiv is restricted to Ptolemaic papyri where it only occurs 64 See also ThLL V/2 896, 55. 65 Several examples are collected by Laughton (1960: 20-22) . He observes that Varro "shows little sign of being conscious of his anacolutha " (1960: 20) . 66 The copulative correlation et -ac is rare in Latin, but there are a few certain examples in Varro, e.g., rust. I 15,1. Cf. Hofmann and Szantyr (1972: 516) and Saint-Denis (1947: 162) . The weak point of this solution is the word order, because in (20) one would logically expect ille to precede et (ille et . . . fecit, ac . . . interfecit) . 67 So for instance in ThLL V/2 896, 56. 68 Cf. Calboli (2009: 166) : "I accept et in Petronius's text, because the only reason to exclude it is a grammatical argument, which is not an adequate reason." 69 Dell' Era (1968: 55) suggests a break of the hypotactic structure ("spezzatura impulsiva") which must be interpreted as a conscious vulgarism by Petronius ("sarà questo uno dei tanti volgarismi coscienti con cui Petronio ha voluto connotare la lingua dei convitati"). Against this interpretation stands the immediate proximity of proleptic and main clause (quom . . . rapuisset, et thesaurum inuenit) . 70 See also Calboli (2009: 166) : "In my opinion, a Greek basis cannot be excluded." 71 See Boyce (1991: 92) : "In the speech of Hermeros [. . .] we are still left with a large number of others [sc. Greek words] which have perfectly good Latin equivalents, and which seem to indicate a special attempt by Petronius to represent the heavy Greek influence on the speech of Hermeros." Cf. Adams (2003: 21) : "At least one of the freedmen in Petronius (Hermeros) speaks a form of Latin which must have been meant to suggest a Greek or bilingual background." See also Adams (2013: 19, 854 (21), et may link the predicates consedissent and gustarunt, stressing the temporal proximity of the two actions: 'the moment they sat down they also ate from the sacrifice'. There is however a second point, which might be more relevant here. The language of the Acta Arvalium dating from Domitian onwards is characterized by a highly formulaic character. 75 In particular, the tag ex sacrificio is regularly found, apart from (22) Mayser (1926: 343) . 73 Some cases of apodotic kai; are still found in Modern Demotic Greek, but they do not entirely correspond to the Latin passages. Cf. the example quoted by Pighi (1929: 555) : ei\ nai tov so kouto;  kai; de; n to; katalabaiv nei 'he is so stupid and [= that] he doesn't understand it'. 74 Cf. also Wehr (1984: 179, n. 284 (1984: 157) rightly observes that the frequency of apodotic et in late sources and the very short distance between the adverbial and the matrix clause (which are often juxtaposed) undermine the hypothesis supported by Löfstedt, Sorrento, and others, of an anacoluthon caused by a contamination between hypotaxis and parataxis. One should assume that in each case the writer lost, so to speak, the syntactic control over the sentence, slipping into the more "colloquial" parataxis. Wehr thus assumes that in by far most of the Christian examples et is intentionally inserted by the writer as a focus-marker to draw the attention to a special text segment ("Funktion der besonderen Aufmerksamkeitslenkung"). 82 In particular, the conjunction is typically found after a temporal clause to introduce three types of utterances: 83 we were moving from there to ascend the Sinai, and a multitude of monks came to greet us'). This phenomenon originates, in turn, in the Vetus Latina as a calque of Greek kai; ij douv , which is often found in the Septuagint and probably draws on Jewish waw. 86 Starting from these instances, ecce " infected" the semantics of et, which then began to occur alone with the same function. 87 Due to the great popularity of Christian texts and, particularly, of Bible translations in late and medieval literature, apodotic et and et ecce passed into Romance, where the corresponding lexemes (e, ed ecco, e vec vos, etc.) are frequently attested with the same function up to the end of the Middle Ages. Wehr's line of argumentation appears compelling, also because she explains why the construction is basically confined to Christian sources. Although apodotic et may result, in single cases, from anacoluthic constructions, 88 its special frequency in Christian literature and in pragmatically analogous contexts hints at an intentional choice of the author. These passages must thus be distinguished from the sporadic (and mainly uncertain) occurrences of apodotic et in Classical and Early Imperial times.
Conclusions
Summing up, the following main results arose from the above analysis.
First, in by far most of the straightforward (or very likely) instances of an apodotic copulative conjunction (et/atque) the hypothesis advanced by Sorrento of a spontaneous or colloquial slip from the hypotaxis into the "more popular" parataxis must be rejected because of both the contiguity of the two clauses and the fact that all passages are found in literary sources. 89 Besides, at odds with Dell'Era's claim, nearly all examples occur after a temporal clause: the only exception is (18), in which though the participles torquens and suspiciens display temporal function.
Second, one has to distinguish between the apodotic uses of atque and those of et: the former occurs five times in Plautus and is nearly absent in later authors, while the latter first figures in Virgil and will enjoy a fairly wide distribution in Christian sources.
Third, only seven of the fifteen instances of apodotic atque provided by Dell'Era can be retained and they are chiefly restricted to Plautus. 90 There is no beeinflußt hat." A further contributing factor suggested by Wehr (1984: 175) is the influence of Greek kai; which is occasionally employed in the New Testament in apodotic position. She later rejected this hypothesis (2008: 184, n. 27 ), due to the fact that in the Vetus Latina there are only three instances of apodotic et drawing on Greek kaiv (Lc. 2, 21; 2, (27) (28) 13, 25) . 88 This explanation applies particularly to the cases in which subordinate and main clause are separated by several words. 89 In the case of (22), the only non-literary instance, a different syntactic interpretation has been suggested. 90 The remaining eight cases have been rejected or challenged for various reasons. See (9)-(11) and footnote 81. certainty about the origin of this use, but it may tentatively be put down to an original additive/adverbial function of the conjunction, which was in use in Early Latin and faded away in later centuries. Moreover, in six of the seven examples (five of which in Plautus) atque exhibits a focusing function: it draws the attention of the public/reader to a textual segment that bears special relevance within the narration and is introduced or "prepared" by the foregoing text.
Fourth, the only certain instances of apodotic et -(17), (18) -were found in Vergil. They both occur in the ninth book of the Aeneid and are probably to be seen as a Graecism. For apodotic kaiv emerges several times in Classical Greek and because of its repeated occurrences in Epic and Lyric may have been associated with stylistically higher registers. All the other alleged instances of the construction are open to different syntactic readings. Particularly, a number of them can be traced back to the adverbial function of et (= etiam) , by which it links two subsequent actions fulfilled by the same agent, stressing the immediacy of their succession (e.g., quom Incuboni pilleum rapuisset, et thesaurum inuenit). 91 The only occurrence in a non-literary source (22) may result from a mechanical error of the drafter who accidentally copied, after a temporal clause, the formulaic pattern et ex sacrificio.
In conclusion, the earliest certain (or very likely) instances of apodotic copulative conjunctions, up to the 2nd century AD, are restricted to literature and occur in very heterogeneous sources and contexts (Plautus, Vergil, Gellius). Besides, a basic distinction must be drawn between the uses of atque, probably reflecting an original additive force of the word, and those of et, which seem to draw on the correspondent Greek construction. Most of the instances referred to in scholarship can be explained without the assumption of a syntactic break. These points strongly undermine the hypothesis put forward by Sorrento, Pighi, and Dell'Era both of an anacoluthic (or "para-hypotactic") origin of the phenomenon and of its continuous use from the Archaic period up to the birth of the Romance languages. The spread of the construction in Christian Latin (both after participial phrase and subordinate clauses) is hence to be distinguished from its very rare occurrences in earlier sources and, as suggested by Wehr, is likely to result from a later influence of Greek Biblical writings.
